
October 15, 1352 

Dr. B. D. IMAe 
Tbo Rssearah Lab. 
Xew York 21, 3.Y. 

Dear Bernie : 

There len't anything in your letter to I4e!%i&tz in which I would not 
acquieeoa, possibly inoluding even your implied, mild rebuke about “proto- 
troph'. When Ryan and I first started to uee It In the lab (mainly to avoid 
oamnitting ourseloea on the genetia baeie of mefotrophio mutations of leucine- 
1~3s ilurospora), I was nof aware of Its prior application. Before our paper 
wa8 published, as f rmmnbsr it, I ran lnta the tern: as a qnonym for autotroph. 
Most of the people I aeked had never heard of it, so that it seemed thorough- 
ly obaolete in that usage, and aa you setxn ready to agree, 3 hope it rermins 
that way. I atuok A bit at “lechnotroph” { for reasons of' eu;hpny), but meio- 
troph eeems ok, and will fill a definite need in special circmstancee. If I 
have used prototroph in a eimilar erontext, it wae on the suppofsition that the 
anceetral form was indeed auxo-autotrophlc, and that the various auxotrophics 
ieolated from the wild were aceidentale, rather than the wild type that one 
might choose ae a frame of reference for the group, Thfe is SQ ethereal .m nr- 
gunent that I would be pleased not to talk about "prototroph9" at cl1 in au& 
OaBBQ, but rely on the more operational definition that you propose for meiotroFh. 
Xt is doubtful that you will find it necessary to use prototroph extensively 
for the nutritionally axacrfing wild type, as there will @merally be no ei~ple 
procedure for rsturnhg to it from meiotropWc mutate. Strictly speaking, suoh 
wage would be quite uarrect, but I think it would avoid confueion not to insist 
on ft. That is, I would suggest avolding the u~(t of the term prototrophic where 
if does not roughly eorreapond to meiotrophic as well, except where it aeezs 
desirable to contra& the terns. 

I do have one mgg6mtim which may be too drastic, naxeSLy to throw out all 
of theee words baaed on 'troph', sxoept for syntroph. Ye now know s&:ething of 
the biocherioal basis of nutr itfional dependence, namely t?mt it is the inverse 
of oynthssis. I wonder if it would not be more constructive to focus attention 
on bioche&.oai cm;mtence rather than on rei;uirements. An expression along the 
line8 of holoeynth conveys muoh Iflore to ce than autotroph. I ax sure you will be 
able to find other more appropriate roote, but even a word like anauxosynthlc 
fa inherently more meaningful than auxoheterotrophic. If it is tine for such a 
proposal, I would imagine that you would be the a::propriate person to develop it. 

The main point of this letter is something rather less trivial, the paye 
by PZough’e grout in the September PIUS, whioh you must have eeen in juxta::osi- 
t&on to yours'. His report s@Q?m to EC+ quite incredible, and incbudes a nuzbsr 
of pofnte of interhal doubt in sm&~m~W addition to the discrepancy beWeen 
his general remlta, and those in the work that Yorton, Stoccker and X have done 
here. (For a time, it loo_ked BB if one of Stocker's finding-a reg-ecented ammx~ 
exceptionaf instance of linked transduction, but tMn has FIOPJ beers rsEo?.vod 
otherwiee) . 



.L There are severiil thinga in the paper that sake mt wonder ff the fwzts 
have been correctly sstabllahed. The single-step mutation leading for requlre- 
iant for arginine, methlmine and asp~~tlc acid (53342.39) is already suspi- 
oious, hut not mossible. The separation sarong the transduceea of requirerPents 
for ieoleucine and valine (table 2) eeeme utterly im$ausible, as are the 
recovwg of sexauxotroph recombinante on a medium which should not have permitted 
their developmt3nt. One notes also that mAixsd culture was less effec+dve than 
growing one type in a eiapla filtrate of 42~0 o&z. - 


